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The instruments of battle are valuable : .
only if one knows how to use them. A new CP design model is clearly
o i required to realize significant increases in
performance while improving efficiency and
HE DIVISION COMMANDER's conmand  survivability. Both examples display that failing
and control (C2) vehicle moves swiftly across to perform a job correctly can result in cata-
the division’s battlespace, just behind the digitizedstrophic consequenceBorce XXI CP design
division’s right flank brigade. He patches his cav- requires new thought paradigms. Designers
alry squadron commander’s optical scanner and th@ust adopt a radical “out-of-the-box” approach
unmanned aerial vehicle video into his processing ung negate the experiential mind-set of “that's the

to m_oni}or the divisior_l’s flank. Moments later, his way we have always done it’ that influences
division’s combat vehicles roll past the burned-out current efforts.

hulks of enemy armored vehicles scanning for sig
of movement. Suddenly, the flank brigades’ vehicles
swerve hard left to avoid enemy artillery. They re-

ceived an alert warning and flash command from v SFacE Her's ahilit/ s
the division commander through their on-board corrz@'lY &lfects the commander's ability to assess the
tuation, make a decision, and then act. Radical

puter decision support processors. All players in th . . 5
division know precisely where every battlefield eIe§hange requires moving away from designing CPs

ment is. No more guessing, no lack of information@round the military decisionmaking process. The
no mistaken identity: just positive control. Welcomed-S: Army Training and Doctrine Command
to the world of the commander of a Force XX unit(TRADOC) action officers and senior leaders wil
Will the design and processes being developed f&§f/@r meetings and conferences to determine new
the future command pOSt (CP) Support a scenar P .de.S|gn$, Only to be met with defeat or bur'eaU'
such as this one? If there is any doubt at all that @afic inaction. It would seem that these meetings
will be able to, the U.S. Army must reexamine itg'e uniformly unproductive because their premise is
CP design processes and make some significafi@wed. These conferences normally invite each
course adjustments. Ultimately, the CP’s primary rol€ranch and functional proponent to contribute to the
is to help the commander maintain situational awaréP design by submitting its personnel and equipment
ness. Too much information can be more detrimeriequirements. Proponent representatives’ perceptions
tal to effective battlefield decisionmaking than tocdf what functions the new CP would require and
little, as it consumes valuable time to analyze datemerging doctrine would guide their input into the
and convert it to timely, meaningful situational awaredesign process. Proponents lobby hard to convince
ness during the battle. Emerging technology an¢aders that without their presence and support in
function-based processes are the cornerstones fbe tactical operations center (TOC) soldiers will die.
developing future CPs. The Army still needs the huCollecting each proponent’s requirements into one
man interface, but quantum improvements in digitiunit always produces the same outcome. The CP
zation, space-based technology, airborne platformgpes not become smaller; it grows exponentially with
and rapidly processed data allow commanders tbe number of proponents. Look at the size and com-
decide, detect, and deliver much faster than eveiexity of current CPs to see how successful they
before on the battlefield. have been at increasing CPs’ size and complexity.

In the information age, compressed time dramati-
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Today’s Army is conceiving, shaping, testing, andCP design is rooted in a set of baseline, but immu-
fielding an Army that must be prepared to meet théable, functions of battle command processes and
challenges of the new millennium at a furious pacegrocedures at each echelon for each proponent. Fol-
Technological advances continue to shape the wagwing are some development paradigms.
the Army will fight. The pace of operations and the The perils of semanticsThe first step toward
volume of information are now greater than evethinking out of the box is to break away from cur-
before. A key factor in the success of this changeent doctrine’s terminology and semantics. Uncon-
is the unit CP. Transitioning from current C2 oper+rolled, diversity in perceptions and experiences is
ating procedures and processes using radical, revo-

[tiee th O TN S O S0 1S 2L 1T 0, 117 G
tion in an environment like the one described, a sea , Proponent representatives’ perceptions
change in thought and actions on CP roles and funcOf what functions the new CRould require
tions is required to design and field future CPs. ~ and emerging doctrine would guidéeir input

- into the design process. Proponents lobby hard
cpP Design _ : to convince leaders that without their presence

Imagine the bridge of thtarship Enterprisés ~ and support in the TOC soldiers will die.
the ideal 21st-century CP. It has all the basic requirgsg|lecting each proponentsequirements into
ments: a small, integrated staff; instant access to ingya (nit always producetse same outcome
formation from all supporting elements; and large- The CP does not become smaller: it growé

screen situational awareness. It would not be a gregl, - :
: onentially withthe number of proponents.
stretch to apply the starship model to Army C2 re- Lgok at thg size and compl exit?/ 019 current

quirements. In Lewis Carroll's boo&Jice in \Won-
derland the Mad Hatter counsels Alice: “If you CPs to see how successful they have been at
increasing CPs’ size and complexity.

don’t know where you are going, any road will get
you there.” This sentiment might aptly e S CriDe CU I —
rent CP design efforts and results. , s R,

One would expect that CP design and reorganfn€’s worst enemy in designing new CPs. However,
zation efforts would accomplish more than movingVith control and focus, diversity is an inherent
battlefield operating system (BOS) cells from onestrength. The procedures and processes individuals
location to another without increasing efficiency. Anhave experienced in previous CPs limit their ability
analogy of current CP devek_)pment methods is orf@ think outsuje the box. Th_erefore, when discuss-
in which Boeing develops the 747 by contractingnd CP operations, 10 experienced commanders and
with United Airlines to produce an improved 737staff officers may have 10 different visions of how
while it is still in service. On the surface, the 747/73%0 apply the concept they just discussed. Subse-
comparison seems an extreme analogy, but is it? TRgently, papers, e-mails, and workshops that follow
tasks of designing a new aircraft or designing a neware ineffective due, in part, to the participants’ dif-
CP with digitized C2 capabilities share similar lev-ferent perspectives and experiences. These efforts
els of design complexity and system integration. Aesult in merely rearranging BOS cells and elements
new CP design model is clearly required to realizithin current organizational structures without sub-
significant increases in performance while improv-stantially changing end-state design, efficiency, or
ing efficiency and survivability. Both examples dis-survivability.
play that failing to perform a job correctly can result in  To limit the effect of experiential perceptions
catastrophic consequences. Force XXI CP desigmhen developing new concepts, change the C2 ter-
requires new thought paradigms. Designers mustinology during the conceptual stage. For example,
adopt a radical “out-of-the-box” approach to negateddress future CPs as control and direction centers.
the experiential mind-set of “that’s the way we havéVhat they are called is less important than the mind-
always done it” that influences current efforts. set present while conceptualizing a new design.

y “Business as usual” limits design options by assum-
Proposed Developmental Paradigms ing predetermined mind-sets. The result is similar to

Changes in the way we think and approach Cgearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic, whereby
require several different but interrelated elementshere are no substantive direction changes. It is es-
Evolutionary change requires a forward-looking, ansential that semantics be changed to limit current
ticipatory approach to horizontal and vertical integracommanders’ and staffs’ experiential perceptions so
tion and synchronization of doctrine, training, leadethey can think outside the box and achieve a fresh,
development, organization, materiel, and soldier sugrnovative perspective of new C2 doctrine and fa-
port initiatives from a total system perspective. Eachilities design.
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Question C2 doctrinal and operational World War Il, is an example of a commander who
norms. The second essential element of thinking outised successful battlefield C2 techniques. Wood
of the box is to question the way C2 is currently coneommanded his division in combat well forward and
ducted. For example, do units still require a tacticabsued orders from the hood of his jeep.
(TAC) CP? Maybe not! Research shows that there Today’s battlefield commander can see and con-
trol his forces more effectively from his main CP,
which means the TAC CP is no longer a viable C2
mechanism. Other C2 functions also require scru-
tiny: staff structure at all echelons; supporting ele-
ments such as the fire support element (FSE), engi-
neer, and air defense artillery (ADA) cells; the rear
'CP; and a planning cell. Each of these norms re-
S quires review and revision.

Design to proven baseline parameterdan-

aging the critical requirements of CP design requires

a set of proven parameters with which to measure

effectiveness and efficiency. These parameters sup-
is no definitive documentation directing the estabport the designing and testing phases of CP devel-
lishment of a TAC CP as an element of a C2 stru@pment. More important, they offer easy-to-under-
ture. Yet, every maneuver headquarters above batand rules that will filter unneeded functions or
talion has some form of TAC CP. The TAC CP wagprocesses that migrate into the CP structure. Com-
probably originally the idea of a commander who dismanders need baseline design parameters to follow
placed one vehicle forward from his main CP to supwhen developing the CP’s conceptual and physical
port radio communications with his forward units.capabilities. Each parameter will support change, but
He could then work from the vehicle without trav-it is within their collective synergy that real change
eling back to the main CP. Other commanders likelwill begin. The following suggest some developmental
used this idea because it was successful and solvegrameters for CPs:

a common problem. Form follows functionReal design change must

Eventually, using a TAC CP became the nornstart with a change or revision of proven or per-
and found its way into doctrine. What may haveceived C2 functions. Renowned architect Frank
started out as one M577 or other CP vehicle evolvddoyd Wright used the concept of “form follows
into today’'s TAC CPs, with eight, 10, or more sup{unction” in all of his building designs. Using this con-
porting vehicles. In reality, the TAC CP simply cept, Wright would identify and study the functions
evolved over time. This evolutionary process resultetb be performed in the building and then design the
in its current position as an essential element of C8tructure to support those functions. Today, it seems
operations. Once in doctrine, the TAC CP becamihat there is a “ready, aim, fire” approach to CP de-
a documented and accepted requirement for susign—determining the number of vehicles needed
cessfully applying C2 doctrine. Today’s TAC CPto support the CP and its physical layout and then
growth in size, complexity, and importance bordersletermining its functions. CP design must be func-
on being dysfunctional to effective C2 operationstion based rather than based on the perceptions of
Out-of-the-box thinking requires serious questioningiovice designers and developers. A no-kidding list
of both doctrinal and operational norms. of critical wartime functions is required to allocate

This article does not imply that a commander n@pace and equipment to support that function.
longer needs to go forward. A commander must go Unit is committed to combaEhe premise of this
forward to be a successful leader during battle, bygarameter is that the unit is actively committed to a
a commander may no longer have to go forward toombat operation in which soldiers are in harm’s
control tactical operations. If the limitations of theway. Those who have been in combat know that
range of the radio communications structure createslich a situation warrants establishing priorities
the original requirement for a TAC CP, then itquickly. However, one day, the Army will encoun-
evolved for all the right reasons. Today, howevetter a tougher foe than Saddam Hussein’s Republi-
advances in digitization and communications wouladtan Guard or unorganized riffraff in the Third World.
negate this requirement. Major General P. Wood/hen that day arrives, there will not be anything vir-
commander of the 4th Armored Division duringtual about the reality. CPs designed around deploy-

Radical change requires moving
away from designing CPs around the military
decisionmaking process. TRADOC action
officers and senior leademsill chair meetings
and conferences to determine new CP designs
only to be met with defeat doureaucratic
inaction. It would seem that these meeting
are uniformly unproductive because their
premise is flawed.
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The 4th Squadron, 7th Cavalry
TOC in Iraqg, 2 March 1991.

Do units still require a tactical TAC CP? . .. What may have started
out as one M577 or other CP vehicle evolved into today’s T3, with eight, 10, or more
supporting vehicles. . . . Once in doctrine, the TAC CP became a documented and accepted
requirement for successfully applying C2 doctrine. Today's TAC CP growth in size, complexity,
and importance borders on being dysfunctional to effective C2 operations. . . . Today’s
battlefield commander can see and conthas forces more effectively from his main CP,
which means the TAC CP is no longer a viable C2 mechanism.

ment or planning tasks do not reflect the exigencieis fighting conventionally in Iraq or conducting peace
of combat. The reality of combat operations musénforcement operations in the Balkans.
be the standard from which each design is devel- The S3 provides unit locations, the S4 provides
oped and measured. Author Guy Sager’s bbbk, the status of classes Il and IV, the S1 provides per-
Forgotten Soldiergraphically describes the condi- sonnel status, and the S2 provides enemy units’ lo-
tions to be experienced in combat and under whictations. During combat, all other information is noise
the CP must function. to the commander that inhibits his ability to main-
Establish baseline information requirements. tain situational awareness. Any other information
This design parameter implies that there are a linrequirements are situational requirements that can
ited number of critical information requirements neche added and deleted, according to the mission. This
essary for a unit to conduct combat operations. F@axample applies to all command and staff functions
example, the commander of a heavy brigade must each proponent of the C2 architecture. Determin-
be aware of certain fundamental information requireing the baseline information requirements of each CP
ments regardless of the mission or area of operéor each echelon and proponent will set the param-
tions. At a minimum, the commander requires theters for identifying mandatory equipment and per-
location of his subordinate elements one level dowisonnel. When information is filtered this way, ex-
the status of class lll, the status of class V, the staess, nonessential information is removed, and the
tus of his fighting vehicles, personnel status, and emommander and staff can wrestle with the factors
emy units’ locations. These five baseline informathat are critical to winning on the battlefield.
tion requirements are critical to successful brigade Reduce physical sizeTo survive, the future CP
combat operations. A light brigade commander’snust be small and agile. It should contain only those
baseline functions would necessarily be somewhgersonnel and supporting vehicles necessary to sup-
different in that he would be less concerned witlport combat functions. Being small increases the
the status of class Ill. They apply whether the uniCP’s survivability through increased mobility. A small

MILITARY REVIEW 1 September-October 2002 63



physical footprint increases the enemy’s difficulty incation of personnel supporting C2 architectures. G1
distinguishing between a division CP and a lowerand G4 functions are easily performed from the rear,
priority CP. A division-level main CP can conceiv-so why do those staff members need to be forward?
ably consist of four to six vehicles. Digital capabili- Leverage digitization. In the midst of creating
ties allow the CP to electronically collocate andactical internets, client servers, local area networks,
conduct operations on the move without degradingpplique, and Army Battle Command System initia-
efficiency. By reducing its physical size, the CP ledives, it is difficult to know how to dominate a battle-
field using technologically provided knowledge. Digi-

| hould | e effici tal equipment can provide real-time, merged
Developers should analyze the efficiency  jrformation for the commander in a clear, unclut-
of roles and functions of major subordinate tered common operating picture (COP). An ab-

commandsupport or slice elements in current sence of current digital capability is no reason to dis-
FSE or ADA facilities. These support elements card an idea. Establishing such a requirement will
are a throwback to \&fld War Il and the Cold  hasten that equipment’s development. Digital equip-
War when communications were less efficient ment pushes baseline data to the commander at the
and commanders required a BOS subject matterappropriate echelon, but at the same time, it allows
expert close by for employment advice. the commander to pull additional data about subor-
dinate, adjacent, and higher units, as required. Com-
bined with other parameters, digitization improves
verages the advantages of increased mobility, iverall operational efficiency. Digitization, if
creased survivability, and mobile operations. Develdeveloped from a functional basis, can give the
opers should analyze the efficiency of roles and funeommander a clearer, quicker, more complete
tions of major subordinate command support or slicpicture of a tactical situation through a properly
elements in current FSE or ADA facilities. Thesedesigned COP. The reachback concept is an ex-
support elements are a throwback to World War lample of using digitization to reduce the number of
and the Cold War when communications were lessustainment organizations in emerging transforma-
efficient and commanders required a BOS subjedion unit designs. Reachback-capable units rely on
matter expert close by for employment advice.  the push-pull concept of logistics support from a lo-
The CP’s physical size and complexity contrib-gistics base in theater or within the continental
ute to the CP’s electronic footprint. The 21st-United States. This is also a large portion of trans-
century CP will be vulnerable to targeting by enemyorming the intelligence concept.
electronic and informa-
tion operations capabili-

ties. The January 2000 yhigheriAdjacent

version of the new in- d Mobility | . Engineer

terim brigade combat information Center

team brlga_de main Operations

TOC alone identifies Center )
Airspace

more than 75 separate ~ *Signa
vehicles Assumg that + Psychological Operations Control

i * Public Affairs \I\ Center
each vehicle has one « Civil Affairs 8 8

or more radios or elec- L rgolensa
tronic devices that are Battle gen
vulnerable to elec- Sustainment 4;—? Operations PN )
tronic targeting. CP Center Center Maneuver Units
designs must limit the * Division Support Command  Atmor
electronic emissions of ~ * Miltary Police  Mechanized
dig-ital and analog + Aviation
equipment. Electronic Plans * Cavalry
collocation will signifi- Center

cantly reduce battle- Targeting/Fires

field electronic foot- Intelligence Center

prints and thus increase Center + Fire Support

survivability. Reducing « Military Intelligence *Air Liaison

CP size requires deter-

mining the physical lo- Figure 1. Battle Operations Center (BOC) Integration Concept
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A Radical Design Concept return to its primary C2 center. _
Using the design paradigm and parameters de- In the end, every aspect of the C2 system is fo-
scribed earlier, future CP designs are more effe€used on enhancing the commander’s ability to see
tive than current designs. The C2 functions of perthe terrain at every level; to see the enemy; to see
sonnel, logistics, intelligence, and operations wilhimself; to employ combat power with precision; and
provide effective control on the battlefield. Theselo Visualize how to employ his forces against the en-
staff elements, residing in combat CPs, have servédny at the time and place he chooses. In the final
the Army well in all previous wars. There is no rea@nalysis, all combat actions, requirements, and ini-
son to doubt that whatever their genesis, these cdiigtives apply to one or more processes or functions
functions are on target. Each of these battle staf unit CP requires somewhere on the battlefield.
elements includes a baseline set of information re- In this concept, each piece of mission-specific in-
quirements that support the commander’s situationfprmation travels manually or digitally to the opera-
awareness and decisionmaking ability. tions, intelligence, logistics, and/or personnel functions

Why not begin the design process by eliminating

all staff elements from a CP except operations, per- At a minimum. the commander
sonnel, intelligence, and logistics? We use these func- - y : :
tions to identify the baseline commander’s critical in- I er%qe:ur:[gscl)mg\/l((a)lcgg\/(\)/g ?I]:eh!si ;[ﬂg(()):‘dclgaslgelll
formation requirements (CCIR) and then develop thgh 1S of class V. the stat 6 fiahti d
CP concept around them. To lessen the impact of 1€ Status of ciass V, the statusius fighting

semantics on our thinking, the new CP is a battle VEhicles, personnel status, and enemy units
Operations center (BOC) Th|s Way, no one Visua|_ |OcatI0nS. o The 83 pt’OVIdeS unit |Oca'[I0nS,
izes previous CPs, and minds are clear of experietbe S4 provides the statusdésses Il and 1V,
tial perceptions. the S1 provides personnel status, and the S2
Figure 1 represents a conceptual integrated divi- provides enemy units’ locations. During
sion-level BOC. This design uses electronic collo-  combat, all other information is noise.
cation to eliminate the main, rear, and TAC CPs anc—
any accompanying duplication of effort. All support-
ing functions—engineer, aviation, FSE, and ADA—in the BOC. The staff manning these functions co-
are returned to their proponent CPs. For exampleydinates, integrates, and synchronizes current and
the division engineer now supports the BOC withfuture operations requirements. All intelligence
critical engineer information from the mobility cen- information requirements enter the BOC through
ter. With digitization, the BOC commander or histhe G2 or intelligence cell communications devices.
command group can get the same data directly fromhe G2 filters the information to only what infor-
the engineer brigade quicker and more efficientlynation the commander thinks applies to current or
than the division engineer cell could. Removing théuture tactical decisions by updating the com-
division engineer cell removes another roadblock temander's COP. These staff elements filter informa-
effective, efficient communications. The mobility tion to reduce the information quantity and complex-
center would be the center of engineer C2 functiorigy that the commander receives.
anchored by the senior supporting engineer unit. Pushing up baseline information requirements to
Moving proponent and branch functions back tadhe BOC reduces clutter and frees the commander
their parent CPs has several positive effects. Firsind his staff to analyze critical information. The BOS
it reduces the number of personnel and equipmefunctions that formerly collocated with the maneu-
at the division BOC, thus reducing its size and inver or command BOC return to being function-spe-
creasing mobility and survivability. Second, still us-cific BOCs in their own right. The Airspace Con-
ing the engineer example, it reduces the number @fol Center, for example, can consist of both the
personnel on the engineer brigade’s modified tablaviation brigade and ADA battalion BOCs because
of organization and equipment as organic staff inideconflicting airspace is critical. These elements do
tially generated the information requirements. Theraot have to be collocated at the main supported BOC
is no longer a requirement for a division engineeto communicate with it. Critical baseline information
cell. This same analogy pertains to all supportingequirements must be determined for each center
proponent functions and has the same positive cte establish standing operating procedures (SOPs)
mulative effects. This does not mean that, given and reporting protocols.
special mission or situation, an engineer or other This design also allows increased redundancy and
element could not plug into the division BOC.data duplication so that servers at other centers store
The plug-in would only be temporary, and onceall information, allowing a unit to quickly assume the
the situation passed, the element would unplug arfdnctions of a destroyed cell. It improves survivability
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Figure 2. BOC Configuration With and Without Shelters

by dispersing CPs with similar electronic signaturesggtablish a C2 University

Overall, this design will reduce the size and com- ;¢ goal is to speed up the requirements
plexity of all CPs. The centers can support operggetermination pocess while at the same time
tions from home station, on the ground in theater, Orimproving its products. We must find smarter
from ships. The electronic collocation capability POyyays to do business, streamline our manage-
vides the flexibility to respond to unforeseen situa- ot processes. . “and use what we have more

t'onﬁ-  th < the division ETTECtIVely in order to become more effective.
The nerve center of this concept IS the aivision — General Dennis J. Reimer

BOC. Operationally, the BOC is a redesigned divi- :
sion mai% CP. TheyBOC receives all CCIR that are Chief of Staff, U.S. Army
generated on the battlefield. Figure 2 represents almplementing this concept will require a facility
conceptual design of a division BOC. This desigrin which testing each concept ensures complete in-
can also be applied to corps, brigades, or battalionggration across the force. Equally important is de-
Without the proponent elements and their accomeloping training packages to support the new con-
panying support, the BOC can reduce its size, p@epts. The U.S. Army Combined Arms Center
tentially operating more efficiently with increased(CAC) is postured to take the lead in developing and
survivability. The BOC employs a modular conceptcoordinating an innovative C2 development strategy
with an easy plug-in and plug-out capability for or-that supports warfighter C2 requirements as well as
ganic and task-organized units to support situationéliture force CP developments. CAC should estab-
requirements. lish a C2 university to support Armywide C2 re-
All BOC equipment is permanently mounted insearch, design, and training. The university could
high-mobility, multipurpose wheeled vehicles or desbecome the Nation’s preeminent C2 training facility
ignated CP vehicles to enhance deployabilityand showcase learning, training, and creative CP
sustainability, and survivability. In a committed envi-design endeavors at all Army echelons as well as
ronment, operators and battle captains function frofoint services and combined operations.
within the vehicle shelter. There is no requirement Embedded in the C2 university structure is a CP
to erect external shelters during tactical operationskunkworks—a national laboratory for integrating
CCIR feed directly into each element's COP. Thénnovative C2 concepts, operating procedures, and
vehicle’s driver is prepared to move out of the CRraining packages. In a skunkworks environment,
location to a rally point at a moment’s notice ifdesign engineers are free to pursue concepts with-
the BOC is attacked. Time is not a factor becaussut pressure from special interest groups. The
there is no requirement to load or pack equipmergkunkworks would serve as the CP operations clear-
before movement. Tents or other shelters are leifig house in which CAC would be responsible for
in place because, realistically, in combat, they are ndesigning and testing all battalion through echelon
important compared to the survival of the unit's CZabove corps CPs and approving all new CP equip-
capability. CP personnel operate communicationsent. This responsibility would include developing
equipment remotely from the vehicle when un-and testing CP processes and SOPs. Each CP un-
committed. dergoes rigorous classified and unclassified opera-
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tional testing before its design goes into full-scale pr: , , -

duction for%ielding. CAC has the resident civilian Equally important is the ability to

and military work force to battle roster staff assign-Support the developing Ctpaining programs.
ments with civilians, permanent-party staff, and Using the Boeing 747 analogy, when an
Command and General Staff College instructors andirline buys a new airplane, Boeing provides
students to establish functional consistency during qualification training for the pilots and
testing. Testing new equipment at the skunkworksnaintenance personnel, and a complete support
ensures that it fully supports emerging processes and and training package to the organization

is compatible with systems currently being used. buying the aircraft. The Army should follow

Equally important, however, is the ability to sup- this model when fielding new CPs.
port the developing CP training programs. Using th

Boeing 747 analogy, when an airline buys a new air-
plane, Boeing provides qualification training for thevelop and standardize CPs for like forces. The Ar-
pilots and maintenance personnel, and a completaor Center would manage heavy forces, the Infan-
support and training package to the organization buyry Center would manadight forces, Fort Rucker
ing the aircraft. The Army should follow this model would manage aviation, and so on.
when fielding new CPs. New CP equipment would By identifying and harnessing promising technol-
be sent to Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, directly fronegy, we can pass critical, time-sensitive information
the factory production line. At Fort Leavenworth,to the Warfighter TOC to assist battle command.
qualified skunkworks personnel would thoroughlyBattle command is the cornerstone BOS and is criti-
inspect the new CP equipment to ensure that all sysal to coordinating, synchronizing, and integrating
tems operate according to specifications. The ungvailable assets on a fast-paced battlefield. The past
CP personnel would then receive their new equigs truly the prologue to the future in increasing CP
ment and participate in a rigorous 2-week Battlefficiency and effectiveness on the 21st-century
Command Training Program warfighter-type train-battlefield.
ing exercise. Successful completion of this training Imaginations are the only limitations in the CP
would result in a CAC competency certificate.arena. The ideas presented in this article could
Once certified, the unit would sign for its equipmenprompt CAC to take the lead in designing new CPs.
and transport it back to home station. Baseline design parameters are the overarching fac-
Army aviation used a variation of this concept tator for new CP design and development processes.
field AH-64s to aviation battalions stationed at FortA C2 university could provide a controlled test-bed
Hood, Texas. The C2 university could provide inifor managing change and a methodology for ana-
tial and refresher training in CP procedures to nelyzing Force XXI C2 issues and developing inte-
commanders and staffs. Each unit would leave Fograted force-level solutions. A skunkworks develop-
Leavenworth fully trained on proven CP processement and experimentation facility concept could give
and procedures on fielded CP equipment. Througihhe Army an institutionalized end-to-end functional
this concept, CAC would establish and maintain @esign and training capability. The concept could en-
consistency of C2 operations throughout the Armyble the Army to develop and export a total pack-
and effectively raise the bar for CP operations. age of proven and integrated system of systems C2
Each TRADOC school and center can establistactics, techniques, and procedures and CP designs
the same model for its proponent CPs. For examplejthin a controlled, developmental environment. It
Fort Rucker, Alabama, would establish a skunkeould allow the Army to identify any C2 operational
works for all aviation CPs. Each site could con{problem areas, both known and unknown, by apply-
duct exercises through the World Wide Web. Withng a process reengineering methodology.
CPs electronically collocated, real-world testing of The CP is the critical component for applying
complete systems can occur through standardizéanovation, and as such, it is simultaneously the
processes, developing each CP into an integrategiea of greatest potential payoff and potential vul-
whole. CAC would oversee all proponent school anéierability. CP operations can ensure success
center certification requirements. The Army can esvhen conducted well or result in failure if con-
tablish links among all proponent battle labs to deducted poorlyMR
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